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The availability and content of on-line bibliographic records for curriculum materials 
were analyzed in this study.  Records were chosen from the OCLC Online Union Catalog 
to assess representation of curriculum materials.  Based on a sample from the inventory 
list of materials from the Curriculum Materials Center in the School of Education at the 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, a quantitative assessment was made of the 
content of matching OCLC records.  Study results suggest that the availability of 
curriculum related records has greatly proliferated since the time of a similar study 
conducted in 1987.  Comparisons were also made between the content analyses for 
bibliographic elements in the earlier study and this one.  Certain bibliographic elements 
were lacking in many of the curriculum records.  Findings were used to hypothesize and 
draw possible conclusions about cataloging practices and potential cataloging problems 
as they relate to Curriculum Materials Centers.   
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Introduction 
In order for a library to serve its community, it must provide access to its 
materials.  This same directive applies for special libraries.  Curriculum Materials Centers 
(CMCs) are libraries or media centers that are often housed in college/university Schools 
of Education, though sometimes they are physically located within the larger academic 
library.  Their primary function is to provide instructional materials and training tools for 
teacher education programs.  They also provide resources for pre-service teachers during 
student teaching and field experiences.  According to the Education and Behavioral 
Sciences Section of the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), CMCs 
“[f]eature instructional materials representative of those found in 
preschool through high school (PreK-12) settings.   The materials often 
constitute a separately maintained and housed collection, and are often 
adjoined by a media production facility ” (Association-Directory v).   
 
For the sake of simplicity, this paper will refer to such libraries as CMCs, though 
according Mace there are as many as twenty-three different names for this category of 
special library.  To identify CMCs, I referred only to those that are identified in the 
American Library Association’s Directory of Curriculum Centers.  
For most CMCs, the primary goal is to serve undergraduate teacher training 
programs.  In addition to this, CMC collections may also support specific methods 
courses, faculty interests, and graduate studies topics.  Typically, the mission of a CMC 
focuses more on practical teaching resources rather than educational research and theory.  
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For this reason, research and scholarly materials are often not housed in the CMC, but 
rather in the main library of the campus or in a general education library.  In many 
instances, this includes educational journals as well.  Because of this and due to the 
nature of the collection at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, whose 
collection served as the basis for the research, this study will not include journals, 
juvenile literature, general education monographs, or manipulatives.    
Though CMCs have been present in teacher education programs throughout the 
twentieth century, in 1960 the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education 
(NCATE) officially recognized CMCs as a vitally important part of teacher training by 
mandating that the presence and quality of a Curriculum Materials Center would be a 
factor in determining accreditation for schools of education (McGiverin 120).  In spite of 
being mentioned in accreditation standards, as well as the increased attention being paid 
to teacher training programs in general, CMCs are frequently overlooked in discussions 
of educational reform (Clayton 51).    
Starting with A Nation at Risk in 1983, the teacher reform movement has called 
for sweeping changes in education, particularly in the area of teacher training (United).   
According to Carr, only one of the “manifestos” on teacher education reform, 
Education’s Smoking Gun, included the importance of the library in its call for greater 
accountability in teacher training (84).  In response to this clarion call, Schools of 
Education began revising their programs to meet the needs of a changing society.  To do 
so, they have taken upon themselves the task of preparing teachers who will have a 
command of subject knowledge and sense of professionalism.  Carr believes these 
     
 
3
  
 
changes will have a bearing on the way libraries serve pre-service teachers.  Specifically, 
she believes these new standards of teacher training will 
“[r]equire that the education librarian play a greater role in the teacher 
preparation process.   The education librarian must work with the teaching 
and clinical faculty to assure that preservice teachers have the information 
access and instructional design skills required for the ideal teacher” (85).   
 
Clearly, then, the importance of the CMC to teacher education would require that college 
and university academic library systems and Schools of Education maintain modern 
CMCs that house the latest resources and curriculum materials.  In order to perform this 
function adequately, CMCs will need to maintain fully automated library systems to 
allow easy, searchable access to their holdings.  Even though Carr made the above 
comment back in 1988, the role of the CMC is still questioned in some academic settings.   
It is partially the assumption of this paper that many CMCs have not kept up with the 
changes in teacher education.  Many CMCs still operate on a very limited basis, with a 
small budget.  Because of these problems, some CMCs have not, in effect, joined the 
information age.  Sometimes these libraries have not earned the respect of the main 
academic library.1  By analyzing the cataloging of curriculum materials and their 
availability in OCLC, it is hoped that this study will illuminate some of the access 
problems surrounding the materials typically housed in CMCs.    
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Background and History 
 
CMCs have been in existence since the beginning of the twentieth century.   
Clayton mentions that CMC’s “sprang into being as a response to the need that both pre- 
and in-service educators have to stay abreast of the ever-growing numbers of 
instructional materials developed for classroom use” (52).  The fourth edition of the 
Directory of Curriculum Materials Centers, published in 1996, lists 278 active CMCs.    
The next edition, which is due to be published soon, promises to include even more.     
Traditionally CMCs have operated quite independently and without much in the 
way of formalized standardization.  For instance, the development of professional 
networks for CMC librarians has been slow to come about.  In 1984, the ACRL’s section 
on Education and Behavioral Sciences developed a model collection development policy 
for CMCs through its Collection Management Subcommittee of the Problems of Access 
and Control of Education Materials/Curriculum Materials (McGiverin 120).  Until then, 
no set of formalized directives existed for CMCs.  Whether or not this collection 
development policy has been adhered to is an important question.  If indeed these 
guidelines for CMC collection development have been followed, we might reasonably 
expect CMCs throughout the country to possess many of the same materials or at least 
the same types of materials.  Along with the definition provided for CMCs, the 
assumption is being made that these libraries are indeed housing the same types of 
materials in their respective collections.  If this is the case, then we might also expect that 
these materials have been cataloged in order to provide access to each CMC’s 
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collection.  Are these materials generally available for searching and copy cataloging on 
OCLC?  If these records are available on OCLC, who has input them?  What is the 
quality of cataloging for records found in OCLC?  Are Curriculum Materials Centers 
using OCLC records?  What percentages of these materials are accessible in-house 
OPACs or university system catalogs?  Is the information contained in OCLC records 
uniform in nature? This study will attempt to answer some of these questions and at least 
shed some light on others.  It was initially suspected that OCLC records for curriculum 
materials would be rare.  This expectation was based upon leafing through the 
professional literature on CMCs, as well as casual conversations the author had had with 
catalogers about the problems inherent in providing access to curriculum materials.    
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CMC Characteristics 
Because of the traditionally autonomous nature of the Curriculum Materials 
Center, each CMC has unique problems and unique collection characteristics.  What are 
some of the unifying factors that might possibly contribute to lack of availability of CMC 
records?  The professional literature has identified a number of potential problems 
typically faced by Curriculum Materials Centers.  It is reasonable to suspect that these 
problems will tend to have a deleterious effect on the quantity and quality of records in 
OCLC and in in-house OPACS.  These problems include: 
• Budgeting woes (McGiverin 122) 
• Lack of professional staffing (Association-Directory) 
• Inconsistencies in a CMC’s methods of keeping statistics (McGiverin 126) 
• Communication and Coordination problems with the college/university’s 
main library system (McGiverin 127) 
• Communication and coordination problems with the college/university’s 
school of education (Buttlar 371). 
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Typical CMC Collections 
 
 Though CMC collections can vary widely from center to center, certain materials 
are most typically held.  These include, but are not limited to, the following: 
• Textbooks and other teaching materials in print 
• Current periodicals 
• Juvenile Books 
• Standardized Tests Samples 
• ERIC documents in fiche 
• Kraus Curriculum Development Library in Fiche 
• Audio-visual materials 
• Software 
• Other Non-Print.  
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Curriculum-Enhanced MARC  
 Curriculum-enhanced MARC (CEMARC) records, though designed for school 
librarians, might prove to be a useful format for CMC Librarians.2  CEMARC was 
designed to make curriculum materials more accessible in online catalogs.  Murphy states 
that curriculum materials “are not adequately described in catalog records, particularly by 
the traditional Library of Congress subject headings assigned.”  She goes on to add that 
curriculum materials may be difficult to access using traditional cataloging because they 
may not have summary notes, reading levels, running times, and illustrators (79).   
Because of these missing elements, the catalog cannot adequately link patron to the 
materials needed.  Murphy believes that even “full” MARC records often do not provide 
enough information to link curriculum materials to the appropriate learning environment 
(79).  CEMARC is designed to correct for some of these problems by standardizing 
certain MARC fields for curriculum materials.   
 The fields used to fulfill CEMARC standards include: 
 245 h Materials Designator for type of media 
 520 Summary Note 
 521 	
	


Characteristics and Motivation/Interest Level) 
information 
 
 658 New Index Term Heading for Curriculum Objectives 
State, or local curriculum objectives 	
 


Representation of the Curriculum Objective 
 ! 
 
 852 Library Name 
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Part of this study will identify the presence or absence of many of the CEMARC 
standards.    
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Previous studies 
 
A thorough study of how curriculum materials are being cataloged is much 
needed.  Kranz conducted a similar study in the late 1980s (Kranz 1987).  One goal of the 
present study is to document what changes, if any, have occurred in cataloging practices 
since then.  Kranz evaluated the availability and content of bibliographic records for 
curriculum materials on OCLC.  That study focused on whether or not it would be 
advantageous for school libraries and CMCs (at that time, sometimes referred to as 
Instructional Materials Centers) to use OCLC as a resource for copy cataloging.  Kranz’s 
primary intent was to “quantitatively assess the overall content of bibliographic records 
for curriculum materials represented in the OCLC Online Union Catalog.”  He did not 
attempt to judge the quality of this data.  Kranz’s study has been used as a model, but the 
intent and scope of this study differ considerably from his.  As done by Kranz, randomly 
selected titles were chosen that would represent items found in a typical CMC.  Selection 
of materials was limited to titles found at the Curriculum Materials Center at UNC-
Chapel Hill.   Kranz separated the randomly chosen titles into six categories.  His 
categories include: textbooks, kits, pictures, transparencies, sound filmstrips, and sound 
recordings.   Since his study was conducted in the 1980s, it has been necessary to change 
some of the categories to reflect the types of materials housed in a CMC today.  See 
Table 2 for a comparison.  For example, in place of filmstrips, a VHS video recording 
section was generated by this sample.  This random sample has also necessitated a 
category for computer software.  To a certain extent, the nature of these new categories 
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has been determined by how curriculum materials have been acquired and cataloged by 
the CMC at UNC.  For instance, samples of kits could not be generated because in the 
CMC all kits are separated when acquired and shelved according to media type.    
 Kranz’s work did not focus on the percentage of titles found in OCLC.  Rather, 
his methodology limited his study to those materials for which he was able to find a 
record in OCLC.  He then analyzed these records for regular occurrences of selected 
descriptive cataloging elements, the percentages for which he then calculated.  He noted 
whether the item found in OCLC was cataloged by the Library of Congress or by an 
OCLC participating library.  For example, his findings indicate that 28 percent of the 
textbooks he found in OCLC that were cataloged by a participating library contained 
Dewey Decimal classification numbers.  Of these records, 24 percent also included 
Library of Congress call numbers.  For his study, Kranz selected a set number of 
elements to look for in each of his six categories of materials.  The current study will 
identify many of the same elements.  Due to advances in MARC record formatting, the 
introduction of Curriculum-Enhanced MARC standards, and changes in teacher training 
programs, a few fields that Kranz did not use in his study will be added.  See Table 1 for 
a comparison of bibliographic elements analyzed in both studies.   
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Table 1 
Bibliographic Elements Analyzed 
OCLC Data Elements Analyzed in 
1987 
OCLC Data Elements Analyzed 
in 2001 
MARC Record Equivalents in 
2001 
No Call Number Same N/A 
LC Call Number Same 050 or 090 
DDC Call Number Same 082 or 092 
Series Traced Same 440 or 490 with 1st indicator 1 
Series Untraced Same 490 with 1st indicator 0 
Intended Audience Same 521 
Summary Same 520 
Contents Same 505 
LC Subjects Same 6xx—2nd indicator 0 
LC Children’s Subjects Same 6xx—2nd indicator 1 
Sears Subjects Same 6xx—2nd indicator 8 
Local Subjects Same 690,691 
Number of Subject Added Entries Same 6xx 
Number of Author/Editor Added Entries Same 700 
Number of Publisher Added Entries Same 710 
Additional Title Added Entry Same 246 
None Materials Designation 245 $h 
None Index Term—Curriculum Objective 658 
None URL 856 
None Number of Related Records Found OCLC keyword search for title, 
publisher, and year 
None Encoding Level Fixed Field Elvl 
None Input Agency 040 
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Kranz’s findings indicated certain patterns in several of the bibliographic 
elements he examined.  He found, for example, that sound recordings often lacked call 
numbers.  He believed this might have been because many CMCs used a locally devised 
classification scheme.  Will this still be the case, or have CMCs increased usage of 
Library of Congress or Dewey Decimal Classification numbers since this study?  This 
study will attempt to answer this question along with several others.  Kranz also 
remarked that the presence of notes in the bibliographic records varied widely according 
to the type of material being cataloged.  He found that few of the records contained a 
summary note or contents notes.  Has this practice changed since the time of the study?  
 Kranz also commented that the majority of records searched contained Library of 
Congress Subject Headings as opposed to local subject headings and/or Sears subject 
headings.  He determined that 40 percent of the catalog records of the materials in his 
sample of OCLC had only one subject heading.  How has this changed since the study? 
 Kranz concluded that curriculum materials are “generally well-represented” in 
OCLC.   It is not entirely clear that Kranz’s numbers support this contention.  The present 
study will consider what, if any, standards there are in the records and compare 
bibliographic elements and percentages found in the Kranz study.  Are certain fields 
lacking in uniform information?  How well are the bibliographic elements described? 
What issues are yet to be resolved?  What needs to be done to increase bibliographic 
control and standardization within this area?  
 Another paper which helped set the tone and focus of this paper is “Curriculum 
Materials in Online Catalogs: Historical Overview and Cataloging Issues.” This work is 
by the Association of Research Libraries’ Education and Behavioral Sciences Section, Ad 
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Hoc Subcommittee on Curriculum Materials in the Online Catalog.  It addressed the need 
for standardized cataloging for CMCs and specifically addressed issues that are unique to 
curriculum materials.  The committee believed that CMCs have not received their fair 
share of attention when it comes to the development of national cataloging standards.   
The reasons that they give for this include:  
 Physical separation of the center from the main library  
 The center’s lack of access to bibliographic tools and equipment 
 The perception that the materials are ephemeral  
 Low priority given to cataloging “special materials” due to the lack of 
cataloging staff (Association-Curriculum 563).   
 
This study will investigate OCLC records to help determine whether any of these 
issues have been resolved or even addressed over the past ten years.  Another question 
that will be addressed is what type of library or organization that has input the material.   
This study will also record the encoding level, as found in the fixed field “Elvl,” of the 
OCLC records to be analyzed.   
The last section of the ACRL paper made recommendations for Curriculum 
Materials Centers.  These recommendations were: 
1. Curriculum materials should be accessible in OPACS either in a separate 
catalog or as part of a union catalog.   
2. Bibliographic records should be placed on a bibliographic utility.   When 
appropriate, the main entry should be for the set, and should contain 
information for the parts of that set, the grade and reading levels, and the DDC 
or LC call number.   
3. Curriculum librarians should consider the adoption of standardized 
classification and subject heading systems.   
4. Curriculum librarians should be actively involved in issues and decisions 
relating to the preparation and inclusion of curriculum materials in OPACs 
(Association-Curriculum 564).   
 
From the records examined, it should be possible to determine whether the first three of 
these recommendations have been implemented and if so to what degree.  Of special 
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interest to this study is recommendation number two.  Because of shelving space issues, 
many materials sets or kits in the Curriculum Materials Center at UNC-Chapel Hill are 
separated into their individual parts and cataloged separately.  UNC’s CMC also adopted 
this practice for the convenience of the patron, the reasoning being that materials in sets 
cataloged separately can circulate separately more easily.  Sometimes the CMC at UNC 
does not receive an entire set.  Since this center is small and unaffiliated with the main 
campus library system, the center relies heavily on donors for many of its materials.   
This is also the case in many other curriculum materials centers (Lare 19).  Furthermore, 
UNC’s CMC is limited by its technology.  At the CMC at UNC-Chapel Hill, the current 
automation software does not allow more than one barcode per record.  Thus, in order to 
allow materials to circulate individually, the CMC must catalog each item separately.  If 
the CMC cataloged records in-house as a set, it would have to check them out as a set.   
Some sets contain over fifty pieces! In other instances, publishers may tailor sets for 
particular states, school systems, or institutions.  Does a set consist of all materials by a 
publisher contained in a box or kit, or do all grade level materials available from the 
publisher define a set?  Because of such this, it is difficult to determine what actually 
constitutes a set.  Anglo-American Cataloging Rules, Second Edition’s definition of a kit 
does not specifically address curriculum materials (AACR2R 619).  Is the practice of 
cataloging individual pieces used elsewhere?  Which is more beneficial to patrons?   Are 
curriculum materials more typically cataloged by individual pieces (e.g. teacher text, 
transparency packages, or foreign language audio cassettes) or by the set, whether or not 
the CMC owns the complete set?  If there is a set record, each CMC could conceivably 
use that record and adapt it to reflect its own holdings.   
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 Another recent work relevant to this study is Gary Lare’s Acquiring and 
Organizing Curriculum Materials: A Guide and Directory of Resources.  This 
monograph gives options and advice on how to acquire curriculum materials appropriate 
to the CMC and how to organize its collections.  Amazingly, no mention is made of using 
standardized cataloging rules prescribed by AACR2 or in making curriculum materials 
widely accessible to patrons.  The book does list options for assigning call numbers.   
Most of these options are “homegrown” and do not follow the Library of Congress of 
Dewey Decimal classification.  Since this is the only recent major monograph published 
on CMCs, it is easy to wonder how the book’s suggestions for using “homegrown” 
classification systems have affected call number assignments in CMCs.  The study will 
use the Directory of Curriculum Materials Centers to ascertain whether CMCs that lack 
full-time or professional staffing are more likely to use “in-house” or “homegrown” call 
number schemes like those found in the book.     
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Methodology 
 
 The intent of this paper is to quantitatively assess the overall content of OCLC 
bibliographic records for curriculum materials and compare this assessment to that of the 
Kranz study.  Additionally, the input agency for the record has been noted as well as the 
encoding level of the record.  From this information, it is possible to determine who is 
inputting the OCLC master records and at what level of cataloging it is being done.  Also 
noted in the study is the number of related records the author found while searching for 
the sample item.  Though somewhat unscientific, it is hoped that this number will provide 
an idea of the complexity of searching and the confusion of users as to what actually 
constitutes a kit or a set record.  By counting related records, one can comprehend the 
difficulty of determining whether the item is hand can be found in one or more records, 
and if more than one record is found, the difficulty in determining which record is best 
for use.    
 As with the Kranz study, to accomplish the purpose of this study, the occurrence 
of OCLC bibliographic records representing curriculum materials was counted and 
measured.  In addition, also like the Kranz study, the content of descriptive cataloging, 
subject heading designations, and classification schemes were identified.  Curriculum 
librarians can evaluate the results to determine the need for increased standardization in 
the cataloging of curriculum materials.  They can also use the findings to decide whether 
or not participating in OCLC for copy cataloging is a worthwhile venture.   
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The OCLC records inspected for this study were chosen based on a random 
sample of materials from the Curriculum Materials Center at the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill.  (See Drott 1969 for explanation of sampling method.)  The 
collection at the CMC at UNC-Chapel Hill provides curriculum materials for faculty, 
graduate students, and education undergraduates for the purposes of evaluation, 
comparison and classroom use.  The collection consists of textbooks, curriculum guides, 
VHS videos, kits, transparencies, manipulatives, computer software, laser discs, and 
various other materials.  Though the CMC’s holding are comparable to those in the Kranz 
study, because of the changing nature of teaching materials since the late 1980s and the 
differences in the organizational structure of the CMC from Kranz’s sample institution, 
different categories of curriculum materials have been generated by the sample.  The 
sample also differs because this study used a combined materials inventory list to select 
sample items.  Therefore, no specific number for each type of material was preset, but 
instead the random sample reflects the make-up of the collection.  See Table 2.   
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Table 2 
Comparison of Studies 
 
Categories Generated by Kranz’s 1987 
study 
 
Categories Generated from current 
study in 2001 
Textbooks 
 
Textbooks  
 
Kits 
 
Ancillary Materials including: workbooks, 
activity books, lesson plan guides, re-
teaching and enrichment guides, etc.   
Pictures 
 
CD-ROMS and other educational software 
 
Transparencies 
 
Transparencies 
 
Sound filmstrips 
 
VHS Video Recordings 
 
Sound Recordings 
 
Sound Recordings—Audio Cassettes 
 
 
 
Sound Recordings—Compact Discs 
 
 
 
Laser Discs 
 
 
Items in the sample were randomly selected from a preexisting materials 
inventory spreadsheet by using a random numbers table (Babbie A32).  Unlike Kranz, no 
special attempt was made to ensure that all types of materials in the CMC were 
represented.  The CMC’s inventory list is a consolidated listing of all materials in the 
CMC regardless of media type.  The only exception to this is the manipulatives collection 
and children’s materials, neither of which was included in the study.  Any bias in the 
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order of the inventoried materials was controlled for by the random sampling procedure.   
As in Kranz’s study, it was assumed that the selections made would accurately reflect the 
types of materials likely to be found in other Curriculum Materials Centers.    
Initially, the expectation, based in part on the 1987 Kranz study, was that there 
would only rarely be more than one bibliographic record in OCLC for each sample item.   
In fact, Kranz’s chief difficulty lay in finding a sufficient number of records in OCLC.   
Pointedly, he never even discussed the problem of multiple records for the same title (or 
material) – presumably because this was not in fact a problem for him and most materials 
were represented by (at most) one OCLC record.  In the gathering of the data for this 
study, however, it quickly became apparent that more than one record, or at least 
potentially more than one record, existed for many of the materials.  Since a thorough 
consideration of each individual record was not feasible, the decision was then made to 
determine which of these multiple records was the most authoritative and complete.   
That determination was made in order to establish which record’s bibliographic content 
would be analyzed for the study.   
In order to define what is meant, operationally, by “authoritative” and “complete”, 
it will be necessary to consider the searching methodology employed for finding records 
in OCLC.  This is not an idle question, as there are any numbers of different ways to 
search OCLC.  Consistency in the searching strategy was considered crucial to the study.   
If different searching methods had been used for different materials, the searches may 
have tended to yield varying quantities of matches and related records.  By employing 
one set search strategy, it is hoped that this variable was adequately controlled.   
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First, if the item in hand contained an ISBN, an ISBN search was done.  If a 
record was found by an ISBN search, further searching was not done because an exact 
match had been found.  If the ISBN search yielded no result, a carefully constructed 
keyword search was devised.  The keyword search consisted of a characteristic word 
from the title, the publisher name, and the year of publication.  Care was taken not to use 
the publisher name as the title keyword, since there is often confusion among catalogers 
and users alike as to whether the publisher name is actually a part of the title (e.g.   
McDougal Littell Integrated Mathematics).  Year of publication was included in the 
search; at least whenever it could be determined from the material, in order to weed out 
extraneous hits.  Author, however, was not included in the search, since in many 
instances the author(s) of curriculum materials are not prominently displayed or even 
readily determined.  As a result, records for curriculum materials are often title main 
entry.   
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Findings 
 Kranz (1987) found in his study a relative paucity of bibliographic records in 
OCLC for curriculum materials compared to what is available in the database today.   
This study encountered the exact opposite problem – too many records for each title or 
individual piece. Even on an impressionistic level, it was apparent from this that, in the 
years between the Kranz study and this current study, records for curriculum materials 
were much more routinely being created in OCLC.  A study conducted in 2001 of catalog 
records of curriculum materials is simply much more complicated than it was in the 
1980s.  Perhaps this should not surprise us.  After all, when Kranz performed his study, 
there were some 14,000,000 bibliographic records in OCLC (Kranz 15).  Today there are 
over 45,000,000 such records.  This represents more than a three-fold increase.  OCLC 
has matured as a source for cooperative cataloging, and more libraries and other agencies 
and even companies make use of it throughout the world.   
 Following is a chart (Table 3) depicting the matches and non-matches of the 
sample items searched in OCLC.  Out of an original sample size of 132 records, 110 
records were found in OCLC.  This represents an 83.3 percent hit rate for exact matches.   
Kranz’s hit rate was 60 percent.  It should not be surprising that the number of records 
found was higher in 2001 than in 1987.  As mentioned earlier, the sheer increase in the 
total records in OCLC explains much of this.  What is somewhat surprising is that there 
are still a significant number of curriculum materials that could not be located in OCLC 
at all (16.7 percent).  This was especially astonishing when the average publication date 
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of the materials in the current study was calculated and found to be 1996 (See Table 4).    
With a sample of materials less than six years old, it would seem that such newer 
materials would be readily found in OCLC since use of the database is so much more 
widespread today, and since the majority of materials generated by the sample were not 
thought to be rare or unusual, but rather commonplace as curriculum materials.  The only 
possible exception to this was the VHS video recordings.  The average year of these 
materials was 1989, and some titles were relatively obscure.  The CMC at Chapel Hill 
has not recently weeded this type of material, so the sample generated older items in this 
category.  The VHS video publishers tended to be rather obscure, but this was not the 
case for the curriculum materials in general.  Instead, big-name publishers of curriculum 
materials, such as Houghton Mifflin, Glencoe, and Prentice Hall, predominated.  The 
figures for publisher data can be seen in Table 5.   
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Table 3 
OCLC Matches/Non-Matches 
 Number 
Searched 
Number 
Matches 
Percent Hit Number 
Non-
Matches 
Percent 
No-Hit 
Ancillary 
Materials 62 48 77.4 14 22.6 
Audiocassettes 16 13 81.3 3 18.8 
Compact 
Discs 6 6 100.0 0 0.0 
Laser Discs 2 2 100.0 0 0.0 
Software 8 7 87.5 1 12.5 
Textbooks 18 18 100.0 0 0.0 
Transparencies 8 8 100.0 0 0.0 
VHS Video 
Recordings 12 8 75.0 4 25.0 
Totals 132 110 83.3 22 16.7 
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Table 4 
Average Publication Dates of Sample Materials 
 Number 
with Dates 
Percentage 
with Dates 
Number 
Without 
Dates 
Percentage 
Without 
Dates 
Average 
Year 
Ancillary 
Materials 48 100.0 0 0.0 1996 
Audiocassettes 13 100.0 0 0.0 1996 
Compact Discs 6 100.0 0 0.0 1996 
Laser Discs 2 100.0 0 0.0 1997 
Software 7 100.0 0 0.0 1998 
Textbooks 18 100.0 0 0.0 1995 
Transparencies 7 87.5 1 12.5 1998 
VHS Video 
Recordings 8 100.0 0 0.0 1990 
Totals 109 99.1 1 0.9 1996 
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Table 5 
Encoding Levels of Records Used in Study 
 Blank 1 I K M Totals 
Ancillary Materials 0 1 38 
 
(79.2%) 
9  
 
(18.8%) 
0 48 
Audio Cassettes 0 0 9 
 
(69.2%) 
2 
 
(15.4%) 
2 
 
(15.4%) 
13 
Compact Discs 0 0 5 
 
(83.3%) 
1 
 
(16.7%) 
0 6 
Laser Discs 0 0 2 
 
(100.0%) 
0 0 2 
Software 0 0 7 
 
(100.0%) 
0 0  7 
Textbooks 3  
 
(16.7%) 
0 13  
 
(72.2%) 
2  
 
(11.1%) 
0 18 
Transparencies 0 0 6 
 
(75.0%) 
2 
 
(25.0%) 
0 8 
VHS Video Recordings 1 
 
(12.5%) 
2 
 
(25.0%) 
5 
 
(62.5%) 
0 0 8 
Totals 4 
 
(3.6%) 
3 
 
(2.7%) 
85 
 
(77.3%) 
16 
 
(14.5%) 
2 
 
(1.8%) 
110 
 
Of the 110 records found in OCLC, many had multiple hits.  In these cases, the 
record used for the study was determined by encoding level and/or the number of fields 
in the bibliographic record.  The searching strategy used to find these hits was explained 
in the methodology section.  Unlike the Kranz study, no predetermined number of 
matches was set.  Instead, the sample generated the following results (See table 3).   
Searching proved to be quite a complex task because many records had to be sorted 
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through to determine not only the best record, but also whether a particular record 
actually included the sample item if the record was a set record.  Of the 132 total items 
searched, sixty-six  (50.0 percent) of those produced an exact ISBN hit.  Textbooks and 
software were the records most easily found with ISBN searches.  Compact discs, 
transparencies, and audiocassettes were the least likely to be found using an ISBN search.   
Instead, these items were most often found using the keyword search because they were 
more likely to be within a set record as part of a kit.  In these instances, ISBNs for kit 
components were rarely recorded except for the textbooks belonging to the set.    
Out of the 132 items searched, eighty-nine (67.4 percent) of these items showed 
up as part of a set record.  There is some overlap between the exact ISBN matches and set 
records because an item could be found as both an exact ISBN match and a set record.   
In these cases, the exact match record was used as the match.  As mentioned earlier in the 
paper, the ACRL’s Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Curriculum Materials suggested that 
whenever possible curriculum materials should be cataloged as a set record.  As this 
study shows, this is occurring over half of the time.  The problem is that there is overlap 
among set and individual item records.  This is probably because it is often difficult to 
determine what makes up a set.  Some of the similar set records that were searched 
contained ten pieces; others consisting of the same base materials might contain fifty 
pieces for that same set.  It appears as though the publishing companies are packaging 
different “kits” for different groups of users.  When these items are cataloged in OCLC, it 
creates confusion because there may be more than one master record that contains a piece 
held by the library that is using the record for copy cataloging.  According to AACR2R, a 
kit is defined as “an item containing two or more categories of materials, no one of which 
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is identifiable as the predominant constituent of the item . . .  ” (619).  This definition is 
not helpful in determining what kinds of curriculum materials are truly kits and which 
should be cataloged individually.  Another common and related problem with set records 
is how to determine where one kit ends and another begins.  In searching for the sample 
items, it was common to find some records that defined the contents of a kit based on 
grade level while others put all grade level materials together in one kit.  There appears to 
be little guidance for catalogers in dealing with this troublesome problem.    
Of the records used for evaluation in this study, the majority was input into OCLC 
by college and university libraries.  It is difficult to tell what level of expertise individual 
catalogers had when they input the record.   It is impossible to tell whether a CMC 
employee input the record into OCLC or whether a cataloger in the main library system 
of the campus was responsible.  The majority of records, eighty-five (77.3 percent), used 
in this study had an encoding level in the fixed fields of I.  Sixteen records (14.5 percent) 
had encoding level K.   Very few records (4, or 3.6 percent) had a blank encoding level 
indicating the fullest level of cataloging.  Two audiocassettes in the sample turned up best 
records that were only an M in the encoding level.  Results are shown in Table 5.   For a 
further explanation of what the encoding levels signify, see MARC 21 Concise Formats.3  
To add to the confusion, it also appears as though publishers are packaging kits 
that are tailored to the curriculum of a particular state.  Some of the textbooks in this 
study, for example, were labeled “North Carolina Edition.”  If it is indeed becoming the 
trend for textbook publishers to modify series of textbooks to reflect a certain state, then 
it stands to reason that there will be more than one record for textbooks and kits that 
appear very similar until a closer inspection of the materials is made.    
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This brings us to the types of libraries inputting and adapting OCLC master 
records.  Because of the limited scope of this study, it was impossible to look at every 
record generated by the sample to record the input agency.  For the records chosen as the 
best for the study, input agencies were recorded.  The 110 records for the curriculum 
materials that formed the basis for this study included a total of 118 agencies listed in the 
inputting field (040) of the bibliographic record.  A total of 52 different agencies were 
represented.  These agencies included such diverse libraries as the Library of Congress, 
the University of Queensland (Australia), various other academic and college libraries, as 
well as a few public and school libraries.  As mentioned, the majority of records were 
input by colleges and universities (89.8 percent).  It is unfortunately not possible to tell 
whether the cataloging done by these agencies was done by the main library system of 
the college/university or the campus’ CMC since they may share an input agency code 
issued by OCLC.  In only one instance was it clear that a university’s CMC had created a 
record (Ohio State University’s Edgar Dale Media Center).  Somewhat surprisingly, a 
few colleges/universities showed up repeatedly as representative of the best record for the 
individual items.  The University of North Carolina at Charlotte was by far the school 
with the most records in the sample.  Thirty-three (30.0 percent) of the records in the 110 
record sample were either created or modified by this university.  There are perhaps 
several reasons for this large percentage.  UNC-Charlotte, according to the Directory of 
Curriculum Materials Centers (1996) has a full time curriculum materials librarian.   The 
CMC catalogs materials on OCLC.  The materials are then available on both the CMC 
OPAC and the parent library system OPAC.  According to the directory, UNC-Charlotte 
has a sizable textbook collection and enrolls over 1000 students in full-time teacher 
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education programs.  UNC-Charlotte also reports that its CMC has a written collection 
development policy and allots several full-time and student positions to the CMC.  This 
data seems to indicate a full level of support from the main library system and may 
partially account for the large number of records generated in the sample (82).  In 
addition, UNC-Charlotte may also show up more frequently because the sample used in 
this study was taken from UNC-Chapel Hill.  Therefore, some of the sample items were 
“North Carolina edition” texts, thus biasing the results toward records input by schools in 
North Carolina.  Interestingly enough, however, the school with the second most records 
represented in the study was Southern Utah University with fourteen records (12.7 
percent).  Western Carolina University came in third with six records (5.5 percent).   
Other schools with multiple representations in the sample included: Boston University, 
Clark College (Iowa), University of Washington, and Purdue University, all with three; 
Bethany College (West Virginia), Creighton University (Nebraska), Jamestown College 
(North Dakota), and Lenoir-Rhine College (North Carolina), each with two records.       
Only 2.7 percent or three records were input by the Library of Congress.  Though 
Kranz never actually specified, it can be deduced from his data that 15.7 percent of his 
sample represents items cataloged on OCLC by the Library of Congress.  This would 
seem to suggest that the Library of Congress is less involved with the cataloging of 
curriculum materials today than it once was.  School libraries represented 1.8 percent of 
the best records found and public libraries had 4.5 percent.  Two other libraries were 
represented – the National Agriculture Library (in Maryland) and the corporate library of 
Carolina Biological Supply – which together made up 1.8 percent of the records.   
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Materials Designation 
 Since curriculum materials vary so much in format and since CEMARC 
guidelines call for the use of a materials designation (MARC field 245, subfield h), it was 
thought that an evaluation of materials designation use in curriculum materials might be 
beneficial in determining the usefulness of curriculum records in OCLC.  Out of the 110 
items found in OCLC, 49.  1 percent of the records contained a materials designation in 
the author/title statement.  Hopefully, this number will continue to rise.  A patron 
searching a CMC for an item would find it very helpful to know what type of material a 
record represents.  The materials designation was used most often for non-book items 
such as laser discs, compact discs, software, and videos.    
 
Notes 
 Both studies analyzed three types of notes within the bibliographic record: the 
intended audience note, summary notes, and contents notes.  Usage of intended audience 
notes and contents notes appears to have increased over the years.  Intended audience 
notes can be especially useful to patrons since they can guide student teachers and other 
users in choosing age appropriate age and level appropriate materials.  Contents notes can 
be particularly helpful when records are created for multipart and/or multidisciplinary 
curriculum materials.  Summary notes were less likely to be found in the records 
examined for this study.  Perhaps this is due to the sheer number of individual items 
present in some set records.  It may prove to be too time consuming for catalogers to 
create such notes.  Unless well constructed, the summary note may in any event turn out 
to be of little value in materials such as textbooks where the title may clue a potential 
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user in to the contents (e.g. America’s History by James A. Henretta et al.).  Kranz says, 
“the more frequent use of summary notes in nonbook cataloging suggest that such 
materials more often have titles unrevealing of their content” (Kranz 26).  This indeed 
may be the case.    
 
Additional Title Added Entries 
 Though Kranz identifies additional title added entries in his study, the actual 
MARC tag for this bibliographic element has changed since the time of his study.   
Today, the 246 field signifies an additional title added entry.  32.7 percent of the records 
generated by the sample contained a 246 field.  While handling the sample items, the 
author saw the need for more such fields in the bibliographic record.  So many of the 
sample items had confusing title information that in many cases, it was hard to choose a 
title keyword for searching.  Some of the problem relates to a publisher name appearing 
prominently in the title on the title page and/or the cover.  Glencoe French, for instance, 
might be interpreted by some catalogers as Glencoe French and by others as just French 
or even French 1.  This confusion muddies the OCLC database and creates multiple 
master records of the same material.  In other instances, wording on the title varies 
significantly from that found on the often hard to find title page.  Title pages in teacher 
edition texts are particularly hard to locate because they may be twenty or thirty pages 
into the publication and found only after a section of “teacher” pages that highlights the 
value of the text.  As mentioned earlier, sometimes is difficult to distinguish a series 
name from a title.  Frequent use of 246 field may cut down on some of this title 
confusion.    
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Classification 
Table 6 shows the percentage of totals for the categories measured by both 
studies.  The column for the 1987 figures had to be deduced from Kranz’ article.  In four 
categories, the percentages he reported are impossible based on his sample size.   But this 
small discrepancy should not substantively affect the comparison.  (For example, Kranz 
reports that 3 percent of the kits had Sears subject headings.  This is impossible for a 
sample size of fifty, since it would mean that he found one and a half records with Sears 
subject headings.)  It appears that since 1987 the usage of call numbers in bibliographic 
records for curriculum materials has increased substantially.  This is a positive step 
toward standardizing curriculum records.  Library of Congress call number classification 
is clearly preferred for those records that do contain call numbers.  Though only 34.5 
percent of the total records in this sample had LC call numbers, of those records that did 
have call numbers, 79.2 percent used LC classification.  Dewey Decimal call numbers 
were found in only 20.9 percent of the records.  They appeared in 47.9 percent of the 
records containing call numbers.  There is some overlap since several records contained 
both Dewey Decimal and Library of Congress call numbers.  For example, all records 
cataloged or augmented by the Library of Congress (DLC) included both types of 
classification.  Of those OCLC records not containing call numbers (56.3 percent), we are 
left to wonder whether individual agencies are using “homegrown” classification systems 
or simply not bothering to assign call numbers to these materials for other reasons.   
Kranz too, wondered whether “locally devised” classification schemes might account for 
the lack of call numbers (25).  In the Kranz study, Library of Congress classification 
numbers were most likely to be found for transparencies and sound recordings (58 
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percent and 52 percent respectively) (Kranz 25).  In this study, Library of Congress 
classification was most often found in VHS video recordings (87.5 percent and not part 
of the Kranz study).    
Table 6 
Comparison of 1987 and 2001 Results Totals 
Bibliographic Element 1987 Percentages 2001 Percentages 
No Call Number 28. 7 56.3 
LC Call Number 48.3 34.5 
DDC Call Number 36.0 20.9 
Series Traced 18.3 17.8 
Series Untraced 28.7 0.0 
Intended Audience 19.0 41.8 
Summary 46.7 20.9 
Contents 27.0 58.2 
LC Subjects 83.0 99.1 
LC Children’s Subjects 7.7 2.7 
Sears Subjects 4.8 0.0 
Local Subjects 6.2 0.0 
Additional Title Added Entries 4.7 32.7 
Subject Headings 
 Usage of Library of Congress Subject Headings has continued to increase since 
the 1987 study. While the use of such headings appeared on the majority of catalog 
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records then, today’s numbers boast 99.1 percent use of LC subject headings.  This is 
welcomed news because it represents greater de facto standardization of curriculum 
records within OCLC.  LC Children’s Subject Headings were found in only three records 
in the current study.  It is the opinion of the author that LC Children’s Subject Headings 
should not be used for curriculum materials since these materials are created for adult use 
in teaching children.  The current study yielded no usage of Sears subject headings or 
local subject headings.  In the case of the local subject headings, one may or may not find 
evidence of such headings by searching local CMC OPACs.  Though this would be an 
interesting study, it lies outside the scope of this essay.   
 The average number of subject headings found in each record for the present 
study was 2.34.  VHS videos were the most likely to have multiple subject headings.   
Their average number was 3.38.  In the Kranz study, findings were similar as filmstrips 
were the most likely item to have multiple subject headings.  It appears as though the 
assigning of subject heading is standard for cataloging curriculum materials.  It was 
outside of the scope of this study to evaluate the usefulness and appropriateness of the 
assigned headings.  Further research in this area might prove worthwhile.   
 
Series 
 The percentage of traced series has not changed much between the years of the 
two studies.  The numbers in both studies are quite low.  Part of the reason for this might 
be that curriculum catalogers do not have time to establish series authority files for such 
entries.  Another explanation might be that it is often difficult to tell whether or not 
published materials are part of a series.  If the name of a textbook and its ancillary 
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materials are the same across grade levels, does this indicate that the items are part of a 
series?  For example, it is difficult to determine whether Macmillan/McGraw-Hill’s 
Share the Music is a title used on many items across different grade levels or whether it is 
the name of a series.  Looking at the items does not help.  Catalogers must decide, so 
some might treat it as a title, others might deal with it as a traced series, and still others 
both.  Curriculum catalogers need more guidance in such areas.  This would help cut 
down on duplicate master records in OCLC.    
 
Added Entries 
 This study did not employ the same methods for gathering added entry data, as 
did the Kranz study.   Kranz broke down author entry categories into the number of 
author added entries found.  He split these into two categories, one for one author added 
entry and the other for two-three author added entry.  He did not account for entries with 
more than three author added entries or less than one.  He also used a separate count for 
editor added entries.  This study did not.  From his data, it can be determined that author 
added entries occurred in at least twenty-seven percent of the records.  Of the 110 records 
found in OCLC for this study, sixty percent had at least one author added entry.  This 
increase could suggest more standardization and better access points for the record, but it 
is questionable as to whether additional author entries actually provide better access since 
the majority of authors for curriculum materials are not prominently displayed on the 
material, and are not thought to represent an important searching method.  Results from 
this study show that the average number of author added entries for any given record is 
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slightly less than one (0.96).  Compact discs were the least likely from the sample to 
contain an author added entry field.   
 Kranz’s data suggests that publisher added entries occurred in 41.3 percent of the 
items he sampled.  This study found an increase in records with publisher added entries 
(63.6 percent).  This increase in publisher added entries probably does significantly aid 
the searcher in finding materials since publisher reputation is a key factor in 
textbook/curriculum materials usage.  Again, the average number of added entries was 
slightly less than one (0.89).    
 
Index Term Curriculum Objective 
 Another recommendation of CEMARC is the use of a 658 MARC tag to specify 
national, state, or local curriculum objectives.  Of the 110 records, such an objective was 
not found in any of the records.  This is disappointing as this kind of statement might 
further help student teachers and education faculty choose appropriate materials.   
Perhaps, the 658 is being used in local OPACs.  This would be a useful area of study.   
 
URL 
 Another update since the Kranz study is the use of URLs in bibliographic records.   
Web addresses were found in ten percent of the records analyzed.  Of these records, most 
of the URLs represented publisher websites.  Software was the most likely to contain 
such a field (28.6 percent).    
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Conclusion 
 
After collecting the data and comparing it to Kranz’s study, which was carried out 
quite early in the life of the OCLC database, the majority of comparisons showed 
increases in the usage of specific bibliographic elements with regard to curriculum 
materials.  Additional data showed the majority of the “best” curriculum records being 
entered by colleges and universities.  This may suggest a professional level of cataloging 
available for curriculum material copy cataloging purposes.  The main problem not 
encountered (or either not mentioned) by Kranz was the duplicity of records found in 
OCLC.  Even for a professional cataloger, weeding through such records can be difficult 
and laborious.  A lack of standards concerning what constitutes a kit or set makes 
searching more difficult and adds to the volume of records in the database.    
Using the findings from this study, we can at least partially determine that some 
of the recommendations from the Association and Research Libraries’ Education and 
Behavioral Sciences Section, Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Curriculum Materials are being 
followed.  Since 83.3 percent of the materials searched in this study were found in 
OCLC, it appears as though the first recommendation that “curriculum materials should 
be accessible in OPACS either in a separate catalog” or as part of a union catalog is being 
followed as far as the union catalog concept is concerned.  The availability of these 
materials in individual CMC or university OPACS was beyond the focus of this study, 
but their presence in OCLC suggests that these records are being put into OPACS.   
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Further study of CMC OPACS would provide useful information as to the type of 
copy cataloging being done and the level of modification of OCLC records.    
The second recommendation from the committee was that “bibliographic records 
should be placed on a bibliographic utility.”  When appropriate, the main entry should be 
for the set, and should contain information for the parts of that set, the grade and reading 
levels, and the DDC or LC call number.”  Breaking this into parts, the first sentence in 
the recommendation is occurring.  The part about the main entry being for the set is 
where the confusion still occurs.  Searching for the sample records, the author began to 
see the problems associated with this recommendation.  Because sets and kits seems so 
ill-defined and variable, it would seem as though the recommendation should be changed 
to allow cataloging for individual pieces.  Links could be made to related items by 
increasing the usage of series statements and notes for accompanying materials.     
The third recommendation is that, “Curriculum librarians should consider the 
adoption of standardized classification and subject heading systems.”  It appears as 
though Library of Congress classification is becoming the standard of curriculum 
materials.  This appearance is of course because the majority of “best” records produced 
by the sample were input by colleges/universities that are more likely to use Library of 
Congress classification.  Sadly, a large number of records still do not contain call 
numbers at all.  This may suggests that the colleges/universities that are cataloging 
curriculum materials still regard them as ephemera, thus not burdening themselves with 
assigning call numbers.  If this is true, the teacher education programs suffer.  Browsing 
collections in CMCs might not generate the same type of usage as those from a 
searchable catalog.  If homegrown systems are being used, searching might suffer due to 
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the confusion and learning curve associated with a new system to learn.  Further study 
into CMC classification schemas and librarian attitudes toward curriculum collections 
would prove to be insightful concerning teacher education reform.  Also useful would be 
a study of how attitudes, budgetary woes, and staffing problems in CMCs affect access to 
curriculum materials and how such problems affect teacher education and training.    
With the increased pressure on Schools of Education to produce better-trained 
teachers, it would seem logical that the materials in the libraries that serve these pre-
service teachers ought to be accessible.  Curriculum Materials Centers will continue to 
struggle with how to make their “unusual” collections more accessible.  My hope is that 
this study has given some insight into cataloging practices that need more standardization 
measures.    
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Notes 
1. For an illustration of this point, see R. Sturm.   “Curriculum Materials Centers in 
Kentucky: Stepchildren of the Academic Library.  ” Kentucky Libraries 48 
(Spring 1984):  9.   
 
2. For an in-depth explanation of Curriculum-Enhanced MARC records, see C. 
Murphy.  “Curriculum-Enhanced MARC” in Cataloging Correctly for Kids, 3rd 
ed. Chicago, American Library Association, 1997.  
 
3. All MARC tags used in this study can be found with explanation in MARC 21 
Concise Formats prepared by the Network Development and MARC Standards 
Office, Library of Congress As of April, 2001, this information was also available 
on the web at http://lcweb.loc.gov/marc/bibliographic/ecbdhome.html.  
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Appendix A:  Operational Definitions 
 
Bibliographic Records:  Data that serves as a surrogate for materials housed in a 
Curriculum Materials Center’s collection.  For this study, bibliographic records will focus 
primarily on descriptive cataloging.   
 
Curriculum Materials:  Items kept in Curriculum Materials Centers, including textbooks, 
curriculum guides, transparencies, manipulatives, and other instructional media housed to 
support teacher education programs.  For the purposes of this study, such materials will 
be randomly selected from the Curriculum Materials Center at the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill.   
 
Curriculum Materials Centers (CMCs):  Libraries or media centers often housed in 
Schools of Education.  Their primary function is to provide instructional materials and 
training tools for teacher education programs.  CMCs may or may not be considered part 
of the larger library system of the college or university.  For this research paper, CMCs 
will be identified as those listed in the American Library Association’s Directory of 
Curriculum Materials Centers (4th ed., 1996).    
 
Generally Available:  For this study the phrase “generally available” will mean seventy-
five percent of the records tested will be available in OCLC.   
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OCLC:  World’s largest shared bibliographic utility, containing over 45 million records. 
Operated by the nonprofit, Online Computer Library Center, Inc.  
 
Online Catalogs:  OPACs (Online Public Access Catalogs); searchable and publicly 
accessible (through telnet or the World Wide Web) catalogs of bibliographic records of 
Curriculum Materials Centers.  The online catalog in this study can refer either to a 
parent catalog of the entire university/college system or an in-house database of a 
Curriculum Materials Center.   
 
Standardization:  Regularly occurring practices of cataloging in online catalogs and 
OCLC.  (The study will look at specific MARC record fields to determine if there are any 
formal or de facto standards governing descriptive cataloging of curriculum materials.) 
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Appendix B:  Acronyms  
AACR2R Anglo-American Cataloging Rules, 2nd Edition, Revised 
ACRL  Association of College and Research Libraries  
CEMARC Curriculum Enhanced MARC 
CMC  Curriculum Materials Center 
DDC  Dewey Decimal Classification 
Elvl  Encoding Level (Fixed Field on MARC record) 
ISBN  International Standard Book Number 
LC  Library of Congress 
LCSH  Library of Congress Subject Heading 
MARC Machine Readable Cataloging 
NCATE National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education 
OCLC  Online Computer Library Center 
OPAC  Online Public Access Catalog 
UNC  University of North Carolina 
URL  Uniform Resource Locator 
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